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DR MOWLAM'S MEETING WITH THE UUP, 16 SEPTEMBER: KEY UUP POINTS

(Comments were based on the revised draft procedural motion of 1745 on 16 September)

Paras (i) and (ii): delete.

o imble and especislly Mr Maginnis were irritated by this langua
ge (ffom the Downing

Street Declaration and Ground Rules): their objection was more 10 the termnology — the
people of rcland’ and the ke, ‘Humespeak” that would go down badly with their supporters

- than substance

{Perhaps feasible to meet them: these paragraphs add nothing to {he
 substance of the motion

(though the same goes for (i), which is unionist-friendiy))

Paragraph (iif)

e doubted the new wording — ‘subject (o public approval in cach jurisd
iction by

Referondums’ - would go far enough to satisfy the UDP, who had sought something along (he
e of “upon an agreed outcome referendums shall be held in Northern 

Ireland and the
Republic of Irsland to subiit (o public approval the clements relevant 

to each jurisdiction’,
and expressly requiring positive outcome in Northern Ircland.

[Not clear the UUP are giving this more then a token push]

Paragraph (iv) 2(s), first tiret

e st 10 delete all after the end of the first line: although inserted in do
ference {0

Aheir views, they feur the DUP would exploit it against them.

[There scems it difficulty with this}

Paragraph (iv) 2(a), second tirct

e Db professed grave diffculties about the Chairmanships question, which 
seemed to

dovelop as the discussion went on. They were not impressed by the troika idea in the latest
G They strted by noting thet what Senstor Mitchell told them yes

terday — that the
Governments wanied him to o all the work of chairing Strand Two, eveh though General de
Chustelnin was foit Chairman had been differont from what they had heard before. They
e rourios with the Senator personally, and had proposed a (gemine) tole as stand

-in
i Shand Two. But some of their supportrs found it difficult having & American in place:

Nir Empey recalled the abuse they had had from the DUP cic when they had accepted Scnator

Mitchel's appointment. Mr Trimble said that they had don hat on the basis thet he would
N be in Stand Two. He added onother ground of opposition: Strand Two would consider
Sery sensiive issuos relating to the Britsh Constittion: and the prev

iass Government had
e the views that only Britsh subject — like General de Chastelain, of Sir Ninian Stephen
in the last talks — could appropriatcly chair the Strand. There was sO/% further discussion of
Govor Mitchel taking the Business Commitiee, which we teport

ed he has ot anxious to
o, The UUP affected to see in this and other aspeats of the ‘isunderstandings over this signs
00 ack of impartiality on his part, suggestions which the Secrotary o

f Sate firmly rebutted.
e QU did not want, when challenged, 10 sce General de Chastelain remain in Strand Two

with the Finn at the Independent Commission.

This might b very serious issue: it s not clear how strongly the Unionists will press it.
Maginnis made much of i, assertng that what he had heard had cha

nged his whole outlook
R ming, nto the talks. Mr Trimble joined in to some extent. Thero arc arguments hero
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unionists have not offercd before in this dispute about the need for the Cheirman of Strand
Two 16 be British (why then did they suggest Senator Mitchell might help

 out?)]

Paragraph (iv) 2(b), second tiret

T ant to replace "megotite! with *work constructively and’. fhis is in line with

carlier Government Janguage.

[Ought not to be a problem]

Paragraph (iv) 2(h), third tiret

el argucd with increasing vehemence for ‘note with itercst o be replaced by

“support’. HMG should be prepared o stand over s stalement 50 should the Irish. We
pointed out there was no prospest of such a text gaining suficient oo

nsereats Mr Trimble
e to know who was standing out. He suggested this was his chief diffculty.

(This is reopening a central clement of the old decommissioning disp
ute. We clearly cannot

et Mr 1 rmble dircetly, though some presctational change may be possible (cg omit with
interest")].

Paragraph (iv) 2()(2), second tiret

Mr Trimble did not like the reference to the Commitiee ‘assisting the im
plementation’ of the

Mitchell Report.

[We may be able to find other languege]-

Paragraph (i) (mislabelled (%))

Mis Trimble objected to the omission of the wording relating {0 roview plenarics that had been
o o Govermmonts' paper (paragraph 6), by which they would offer ‘participants the
opportunity 1o “consider whether the necossary. confidence and momentum towards
agreement is being sustained’.

{1 should be possible fo reintroduce such wording in the‘motion).
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